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H.R. 4015, JOBS FOR VETERANS ACT

THURSDAY, APRIL 18, 2002

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON BENEFITS,

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:06 a.m., in room
334, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Michael K. Simpson
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Simpson, Reyes, Crenshaw, Evans, Mil-
ler, and Davis.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN SIMPSON

Mr. SIMPSON. The committee will come to order. Good morning.
I apologize for being a few minutes late. It’s a long way from the
Senate, and a hot day out there, already.

Good morning, and welcome to today’s hearing on H.R. 4015, the
Jobs for Veterans Act.

The photos from Sunday’s April 7 Washington Times that are
here, positioned on the easel beside me, depict very well why the
subcommittee has drafted today’s bipartisan legislation.

The first photo shows our U.S. Army infantry and Afghan forces
last month, attacking caves suspected of holding al Qaeda and
Taliban fighters in the mountains of Afghanistan.

The second photo shows our Army airborne assault troops
performing an emergency evacuation exercise at Edwin Andrews
Air Base in the Philippines, as part of a joint counter-terrorism
initiative.

This bill is for them, and for all Americans, sons and daughters
like them, who will need jobs when they return home from their
military service. It’s that simple.

Before turning to my friend, Mr. Reyes, I want to thank the
many organizations and individuals who, over the past 30 months,
have helped the subcommittee to get to the point of a hearing on
today’s bill including, but certainly not limited to: former sub-
committee chairman Jack Quinn and ranking member Bob Filner,
who worked very hard on an earlier version of this bill; the biparti-
san Congressional Commission on Servicemembers and Veterans
Transition Assistance, chaired by Anthony Principi and the com-
mission’s employment panel, chaired by Ronald Drach, then of the
Disabled American Veterans; the National Association of State
Workforce Agencies; the Vietnam Veterans of America; Miss Amer-
ica 2000, Heather French; and Chairman Christopher Smith and
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ranking member Lane Evans, with whom Mr. Reyes and I worked
in drafting this bill.

I would also like to note attending today’s hearing is the very
first Assistant Secretary of Veterans’ Employment and Training,
Mr. William Plowden of South Carolina, who served with distinc-
tion in that position under President Ronald Reagan.

Secretary Plowden, welcome. It’s an honor to have you with us,
sir. And I turn to Mr. Reyes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. SILVESTRE REYES

Mr. REYES. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning.
I want to thank all the witnesses who will be testifying here

today, and those who have submitted testimony for the record,
because your suggestions and comments will be given careful con-
sideration and thought as the bill moves through the legislative
process.

The subject of our hearing is H.R. 4015, the Jobs for Veterans
Act. I am an original co-sponsor of this important legislation. And
when enacted, this measure will result in increased and improved
job placements for veterans who use the public labor exchange and
receive assistance from Disabled Veterans Programs Outreach, and
the Local Veterans Employment Representatives.

Mr. Juarbe, I want to especially welcome you to your first hear-
ing before the Subcommittee on Benefits as the Assistant Secretary
of Labor for Veterans Employment and Training. Welcome, sir.

Most of your prepared statement addresses an administration
budget proposal to transfer certain responsibilities from the Veter-
ans’ Employment and Training Service—or, as we call it, VETS—
to the Department of Veterans’ Affairs.

As you know, the administration has not yet submitted this pro-
posed legislation to Congress. As the subject of today’s hearing on
H.R. 4015, I invite your oral testimony, and that of other wit-
nesses, to address the bill before the subcommittee today.

Mr. Chairman, I am particularly disturbed that current data
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics indicates a very high rate of
unemployment for young male veterans, especially minority
veterans.

I request that a copy of this data be made a part of the official
hearing record.

Mr. SIMPSON. Without objection.
Mr. REYES. In March 2002, male veterans ages 20 to 24 had an

unemployment rate of 26 percent, compared to 12 percent for all
males. For African-Americans, the rate was 54 percent, and for
Hispanic veterans, 30 percent. I hope that by providing more flexi-
bility to the states, intensive services will be directed to these par-
ticular veteran groups.

(The information follows:)
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Mr. REYES. I am puzzled by the allegation of unconstitutionality
in the bill’s criteria for Deputy Assistant Secretary of Labor for
Veterans’ Employment.

It is my understanding that the committee intends to assure that
this important position is filled by a career government employee,
and I certainly hope so. I fail to see how the congressional estab-
lishment of criteria for a position created by congressional action
would violate our constitution.

I am concerned that there is not yet accurate data to obtain
meaningful information concerning the effectiveness of the VETS
program. The high unemployment rates for young male veterans
suggests to me that we can, and should, do more do improve this
critical situation. I hope that the new state performance measures
mentioned in Mr. Juarbe’s testimony will enable us to obtain more
accurate and meaningful information concerning the effectiveness
of VETS.

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your leadership, and I
look forward to hearing today’s testimony.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Reyes. Mr. Crenshaw.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ANDER CRENSHAW

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you
for the legislation that’s before the subcommittee today, thank you
for holding the hearing. I also want to thank the assistant sec-
retary for being here, and for all the members of each of these pan-
els before the subcommittee today.

Mr. Chairman, the men and women of our armed services are
some of the most disciplined, well-trained individuals in the world.
They know what it is to work as a team, to stay on task, set a goal,
and work until the goal is accomplished. That’s everything that an
employer is looking for in an employee.

And these attributes are not lost once they’re a veteran of the
armed services, either. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to see legisla-
tion with the intent to revise and improve access to high-quality ca-
reer training, services, and counseling for veterans.

We need these extraordinary men and women in the labor force,
and we, in this committee and in the Congress, need to do what-
ever is possible to facilitate that. So, I look forward to hearing the
testimony and concerns of our guests here this morning.

I am pleased to have the opportunity to work with them and the
members of the committee, as this bill moves through the process.
Again, Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Crenshaw. Our first panel is, obvi-
ously, already seated at the table. We have the Honorable
Frederico Juarbe, Assistant Secretary of Veterans’ Employment
and Training Services, accompanied by the Honorable Charles
Ciccolella, Mr. Stanley Seidel, Mr. Ronald Bachman, Mr. Ronald
Drach.

Welcome to today’s hearing. We look forward to your testimony.
And whenever you’re ready, Mr. Juarbe.
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STATEMENT OF FREDERICO JUARBE, JR., ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY FOR VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR; ACCOMPANIED BY
CHARLES S. CICCOLELLA, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SERVICE; STAN-
LEY SEIDEL, DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF OPERATIONS
AND PROGRAMS, VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
SERVICE; RONALD BACHMAN, DIRECTOR OF STRATEGIC
PLANNING, VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SERV-
ICE; RONALD DRACH, SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR STRATEGIC
PLANNING AND LEGISLATIVE MATTERS, VETERANS’ EM-
PLOYMENT AND TRAINING SERVICE.

Mr. JUARBE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members
of the subcommittee, and good morning. I am pleased that my first
appearance before this subcommittee is to testify about improving
employment and training programs for America’s veterans.

We appreciate the keen interest of the subcommittee in helping
to move veterans’ employment and training services into the 21st
century by removing many of the statutory road blocks which have
stalled improvement efforts in the past. I commend the committee
for its perseverance, and by staying on course and moving us
forward.

You have asked for my comments on H.R. 4015, the bipartisan
proposal put forward by the committee. I will give them gladly.

And, as the subcommittee is aware, the administration also has
a proposal for improving employment services to veterans that will
be introduced in the near future. That proposal reflects the core
principles of competitive performance-based funding, as the best
way to improve services to veterans.

I believe that when we have the benefit of discussing each of the
proposals, when all options are considered, that you will agree that
veterans will, in the end, benefit. This is because both proposals
are focused on the same goal: to remove the legislative road blocks
that have tied veterans’ employment and training programs and
services to the past.

Your efforts are a continuation of the process begun by Congress
to improve veterans services when it created the commission on
servicemembers transition. There is little doubt that change is nec-
essary. Otherwise, we would not be here today.

There is also little doubt that the employment system for veter-
ans needs to be results-based, and provide an integrated, seamless
continuum of services to veterans. Both proposals have involved ex-
tensive consultation with all important stakeholders and service
providers.

Both proposals include increased flexibility in bringing the re-
sponsibility for delivering services closer to the local level, where
our veterans live and work.

The need for increased responsibility, both in meeting local con-
ditions and administering funds in a manner that is—that best
meets the needs of veterans is a message that I consistently hear
from all our partners.

Both proposals incorporate incentive awards into the grants proc-
ess. I believe this is another step in the right direction. And both
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proposals recognize the important role employers play in the em-
ployment and training areas.

The President’s National Hire Veterans Committee could in-
crease employer awareness and help narrow the skills gap between
military and civilian occupational requirements, which will be help-
ful in addressing the issue of underemployment among veterans.

These are just some of the reasons why I am confident the proc-
ess that we have embarked upon will yield positive results that will
benefit veterans for years to come. And that is why, Mr. Chairman,
we also feel it is important that the administration’s proposal
should be considered, along with H.R. 4015, before any final deci-
sions are made.

I look forward to working with this committee, and all other
stakeholders who are as determined as I am to help veterans suc-
ceed in the American economy.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. I will
try to answer any questions that you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Juarbe appears on p. 91.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Juarbe. First, let me ask, with re-

spect to the administration’s proposal, do you have any time frame
of when that would be before Congress? As you know, we’re moving
along at a relatively rapid clip in this session, and if anything is
going to get through, it needs to be considered relatively quickly.

Mr. JUARBE. I understand, Mr. Chairman, and the administra-
tion is very much aware of that, and they are moving very quickly;
it’s going through the clearance process at present, and we expect
that it should be introduced to Congress within the very near
future.

Mr. SIMPSON. We look forward to seeing that proposal. I want to
thank you, also, for noting in your testimony that you submitted
to us that the performance incentives awards that the subcommit-
tee creates in this bill certainly are not just for the states that per-
form the best in placing veterans in jobs; it’s for the states that
have not been performing well, too, but show demonstrable
improvements.

And that’s an important aspect, I think, of any type of incentive
that we put in place. We may agree or disagree on whether having
negative incentives is an incentive also—and I don’t know what
your bill would have—but ours is for those states that are perform-
ing well, and for those that show demonstrable improvement, also.

With respect to the staffing for the President’s National Hire
Veterans Committee, our bipartisan bill limits staffing to former
ASVETS staff, former DVETS and ASVETS, and former DVOPs
and LVERs.

Inasmuch as some of the current DVETS, ASVETS, DVOPs and
LVERs would like to culminate their career, so to speak, by work-
ing on the staff of the President’s National Hire Veterans Commit-
tee, would it be helpful to make them eligible to serve on the small
national staff of the President’s committee, also?

Mr. JUARBE. Yes.
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. I don’t have any other questions. Mr.

Reyes?
Mr. REYES. I’ve got one important question. Mr. Juarbe, in your

testimony, you raise questions about the constitutionality of cri-
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teria of this bill for appointment as deputy assistant secretary of
labor for VETS.

Has the Department of Labor solicited or issued any opinion as
to the constitutionality of such criteria?

Mr. JUARBE. I believe the constitutionality of the statute govern-
ing appointment of the United States trade representatives is the
precedent that addresses that. This is the 1996—I have it ref-
erenced here, that I can provide for the record, Mr. Reyes. It’s the
office of the legislative council that has provided this information.

Mr. REYES. Well, there are a couple of decisions. One is Myers
v. the United States, where the court found that there is to be no
conflict with a legislative power to prescribe qualifications for of-
fice, or reasonable classification for promotion.

This has provided that the qualifications legislated do not so
limit selection, and so intrench upon executive choice as to be, in
effect, legislative designation. That’s Myers v. the United States.

In 22 U.S.C. section 3928, the appointment of the director gen-
eral of the Foreign Service contains a qualification that the ap-
pointee be a former career member of the Foreign Service. Are you
aware of these citations and provisions?

Mr. JUARBE. I personally am not, Mr. Reyes. And if I may, I
would like to consult with our solicitor and provide a response to
that for the record.

Mr. REYES. Okay. That would be acceptable. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Reyes. Mr. Crenshaw?
Mr. CRENSHAW. Just one question. Do you know—you know,

under the provisions of this bill and the administration’s bill, do
you know how many states will qualify for the incentives for the
high levels of performance, and then how many states would be pe-
nalized? Do you know that ahead of time, at this point?

Mr. JUARBE. I don’t have that information at this point.
Mr. CRENSHAW. Does that kind of come after you kind of look at

all the information and see how——
Mr. JUARBE. Yes, Mr. Crenshaw.
Mr. CRENSHAW. Okay. Thank you.
Mr. SIMPSON. If there are no other questions—Mr. Evans, did

you?
Mr. EVANS. No, no questions.
Mr. SIMPSON. Do you have any questions or an opening state-

ment that you would like to include?
Mr. EVANS. Yes, I would like to include my opening remarks in

the record.
Mr. SIMPSON. Without objection.
[The statement of Hon. Lane Evans appears on p. 90.]
Mr. SIMPSON. If there are no other questions, we thank you for

your testimony today, and for your written testimony. We look for-
ward to working with you and the administration when they sub-
mit their proposal, and working out the differences in the two if we
can, or having a discussion on which one would be most beneficial.

Mr. JUARBE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to that.
Mr. SIMPSON. Would the second panel come forward? Mr. Rex

Hall, the chairman of the Veterans’ Advisory Committee, the Na-
tional Association of State Workforce Agencies; Mr. Roger Madsen,



14

director of the Idaho Department of Labor; Mr. T.P. O’Mahoney,
Commissioner Representing Labor, Texas Workforce Commission;
and Mr. Ken Mayfield, president-elect of the National Association
of Counties.

I welcome all of you to the committee this morning, and I look
forward to your testimony and your input on this legislation. We
will start with Mr. Rex Hall, the chairman of the Veterans’ Advi-
sory Committee, National Association of State Workforce Agencies.

STATEMENTS OF REX HALL, CHAIRMAN, VETERANS’ ADVI-
SORY COMMITTEE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE
WORKFORCE AGENCIES; ROGER MADSEN, DIRECTOR, IDAHO
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR; T.P. O’MAHONEY, COMMISSIONER
REPRESENTING LABOR, TEXAS WORKFORCE COMMISSION;
AND KEN MAYFIELD, PRESIDENT-ELECT, NATIONAL ASSO-
CIATION OF COUNTIES

STATEMENT OF REX HALL

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I am
Rex Hall, assistant director of program operations for the Missouri
division of workforce development. And as chair of the National As-
sociation of State Workforce Agencies, Veterans’ Affairs Committee,
it is a pleasure to be here today to testify before this body.

NASWA is the national organization of state officials responsible
for the administration of workforce development programs through
the Nations’ employment service, veteran employment and training
programs, unemployment insurance system, labor market informa-
tion programs, and, in almost all states, job training programs.

Our members are the lead officials in implementing the Work-
force Investment Act, which Congress passed in August of 1998.

NASWA is grateful for the opportunities it has been provided
over the years to work closely with this subcommittee, whether
through the delivery of testimony, participation in numerous legis-
lative working sessions, or through the willingness of subcommittee
staff to meet with the members of our Veterans’ Affairs Committee.

It is readily apparent that our collaboration on this issue has not
gone unheeded, as there exists within the Jobs for Veterans Act
many of the guiding themes we use when renewing and formulat-
ing positions on proposed legislation.

I would like to briefly express our four guiding principles and use
them to highlight our comments on H.R. 4015. I would also like to
submit these copies of our principles for the record, if I might.

Mr. SIMPSON. Without objection.
(The information appears on p. 100.)
Mr. HALL. First, successful veterans employment and training

programs require an adequate level of funding.
Second, veterans employment programs must be fully integrated

into the one-stop delivery system formalized by enactment of the
Workforce Investment Act. Integration also includes creation of
uniform performance measures, and rewarding good performance.

Third, states must be given flexibility to design and administer
systems which meet the needs of their veterans labor force.
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Finally, integration of veterans workforce needs within the work-
force delivery system created by WIA requires continuity of federal
requirements.

With respect to language in section 4215 that expands priority
to any qualified job training program, we believe that this will cre-
ate undue confusion within the workforce investment system.

While we agree, in principle, that veterans deserve special rec-
ognition for their service to the country, practically speaking, it
may be difficult to impose a new service priority on existing locally-
determined programs such as WIA, which has empowered state
and local boards to determine who is most in need of service, and
how to deliver services to those most in need.

Rather than mandating veterans priority in these programs, we
encourage you, instead, to support adequate funding for section 168
of WIA, which provides for training programs targeted to veterans.

We welcome the establishment of an incentive program that re-
wards states for good performance. The legislation directs the Sec-
retary of Labor to establish a comprehensive performance account-
ability system that is better aligned with the newly aligned Work-
force Investment Act measures, and that is appropriately weighted
to provide special consideration for placement of veterans with
multiple barriers.

We would like to see language strengthened to ensure that the
states are full partners in the development of this new performance
accountability system.

We have questions and concerns about the new grant formula
that is contained in the proposed legislation. We are also concerned
that the formula can seriously impact the states’ ability to main-
tain continuity of services. Unemployment rate periods, as they in-
crease, could have an impact on how the formula plays in the
states. So, we feel that a hold-harmless provision, especially for
small states, is needed.

At the same time, we recognize that the current statutory alloca-
tion is not being requested by the administration, or funded by
Congress. We would like to work with the subcommittee in develop-
ing a formula that addresses these concerns, and takes into ac-
count the various factors of the economy and of this program.

The legislation requires a state to employ such full or part-time
DVOPs and LVERs as the state determines appropriate and effi-
cient to carry out the services outlined in the statute. We recognize
that these provisions are intended to make sure that states
continue to have staff in place to provide staff-assisted services to
veterans.

However, we feel that it is important to point out that the states’
ability to have appropriate number of staff to carry out these serv-
ices is limited by the amount of funds that Congress appropriates.
Adequate funding is necessary for states to provide appropriate and
effective services nationwide.

We support the provisions in the bill that allow states to hire
full-time and part-time DVOPs, as well as LVER staff. While not
addressed in this legislation, we think it’s important, again, to
stress the need for making the DVOP and LVER grant process con-
sistent with that of other employment and training programs.
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We would like to take this opportunity to thank the chairman
and the ranking member of the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee
for writing to the chairman of the House Appropriations Committee
and the director of OMB, asking that the DVOP and LVER pro-
grams be switched to the program year funding cycle.

This change was proposed in the President’s Fiscal Year 2003
budget request. However, we believe it should also be reflected in
Title 38.

NASWA’s members believe that federal legislation and regula-
tion should outline the types of services to be provided under the
law. However, specific job duties should be left to the discretion of
the state.

While the bill does eliminate the long list of job duties for the
DVOPs and LVERs that are currently in title 38, it gives the Sec-
retary of Labor the power to determine these duties. We would pre-
fer that the bill leave the actual job duties up to the states to deter-
mine, and instead, include only the types of services to be provided
under law, similar to the other one-stop staff under WIA and Wag-
ner Peyser.

We are also concerned that the proposed legislation appears to
give USDOL/VETS additional oversight and monitoring of DVOP
and LVER staff. In particular, the legislation states in two sepa-
rate sections that a director for veterans employment and training
for a state may play a role in the annual performance rating of
DVOPs and LVERs.

We strongly object to this level of oversight, because it is unnec-
essary, and creates an ultimate office culture where the state em-
ployed DVOPs and LVERs are accountable to their state employer,
yet are also overseen by a federal employee. We believe that any
oversight or monitoring by federal staff should be in line with other
WIA programs.

We note that the legislation continues the use of the comparison
of performance between veterans and non-veterans. In the recent
report on performance measures by GAO, they commended VETS
for the steps that it had taken to change the performance measures
for the program.

GAO stated that it supported moving away from the veteran ver-
sus non-veteran comparison. We also agree that this comparison
should be eliminated.

The world of the publicly funded workforce development system
is an ever-evolving environment, with changes occurring at a rapid
pace. Title 38, chapters 41 and 42, which establish the veterans
employment and training system were written over a quarter of a
century ago, when one-on-one service was the norm, and programs
were funded at a level that allowed this type of personal service for
all job seekers.

Legislative and prescriptive service delivery systems which are
outdated and outmoded must change, if we truly want to provide
our customers with the types of service that they truly deserve: ef-
ficient and convenient locations, and services that have value.

Again, on behalf of the states, we commend the subcommittee for
conducting an open process in gathering input on this legislation.

We appreciate the opportunity to testify before this committee,
and look forward to continuing our working relationship with the
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committee and its staff as we bring the veterans employment pro-
grams into the 21st century. I will be happy to answer questions.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Hall.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Hall appears on p. 95.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Madsen, welcome. I understand it’s snowing in

Idaho.
Mr. MADSEN. Yes. A lot of snow in Blackfoot, ID—about 5 or 6

inches, I believe. Very cold there.
Mr. SIMPSON. As I ran over from the Senate today, I wished I

was in Idaho. Welcome.

STATEMENT OF ROGER MADSEN

Mr. MADSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the
subcommittee. My name is Roger Madsen, I am Director of the
Idaho Department of Labor, and former chair of the Veterans Af-
fairs Committee of the National Association of State Workforce
Agencies.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members, for the opportunity to
comment on the Jobs for Veterans Act. I appreciate the committee’s
commitment to enhancing employment and training opportunities
for our veterans, and helping us bring these skilled workers to-
gether with our business and other employers.

It is gratifying to see that some of the ideas discussed during the
testimony last October are present in this bill. I want to thank you
for allowing half-time DVOPs your support NVTI, and the national
study to demonstrate the benefits of our programs.

I hope we can continue to work together to build an employment
and training service for veterans that responds to their needs, the
needs of our business customers and our local communities.

I know, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, that you
share these goals for this program, and I applaud the work you
have done toward that end.

That said, we are concerned with what appears to be an underly-
ing philosophy in the bill to invest an increased level of control and
oversight at the federal level, lessening state options regarding the
needs and appropriate services for our veterans. We find that to be
inconsistent with true and effective integration of the veterans pro-
grams into the one-stop system in our state.

We encourage you to enact legislation which empowers the Sec-
retary to delineate desired program outcomes, and empowers the
states to determine program design to achieve those outcomes.
Hold us accountable to achieve the desired results, but allow us
reasonable discretion to determine how to do that most effectively
within our state’s one-stop system.

I wish to address several specific topics which appear in the bill.
Section 2 of the bill proposes priority service for veterans in all De-
partment of Labor-funded employment and training programs.

While we agree that veterans deserve special recognition for
their service to the country, practically speaking, it may be difficult
to impose a new service priority on existing locally-determined pro-
grams such as WIA, which has empowered state and local boards
to determine who is most in need in service, and how to deliver
services to those most in need.
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We support the original intent of Congress, that these programs
be locally designed to address local needs. Having said that, I real-
ize that this is the Veteran’s Affairs Committee.

Section 3 of the bill proposes performance incentive awards for
quality service. While we support the concepts of accountability,
performance measurement, and incentives, we have strong reserva-
tions about the award criteria proposed in the bill. We are con-
cerned that the performance measures are patterned after those in
the Workforce Investment Act, which have proven to be ineffective
for program management, as they are confusing, untimely, and
based upon incomplete data.

We recommend, instead, that the Secretary be directed to work
with the states as full partners in developing outcome-based meas-
ures which are meaningful for the system, and practical to
implement.

We appreciate that in section 4, this bill strikes the outdated job
description for local veterans employment representatives, and dis-
abled veterans outreach program staff.

However, we do not believe it is necessary or advisable for the
Secretary to determine the appropriate duties for a state to assign
to their DVOP or LVER staff. We respectfully request that this
concept be removed from the bill.

We are concerned that performance measures for veterans em-
ployment training staff includes state employees and that DVETS
are given direct input into individual annual performance ratings.
We believe that this proposal gives USDOL/VETS additional and
unnecessary oversight of DVOP and LVER staff. We believe that
the federal oversight role is most appropriate when it functions at
the grant level.

We recommend legislation that encourages negotiated outcome
goals for each state’s grant in which the grantee, the state, bears
the responsibility for developing and implementing an action plan
to achieve those outcomes. Performance of individual state employ-
ees, or LVER and DVOP staff are, rightfully, the state’s respon-
sibility, not that of the federal staff. We strongly oppose this aspect
of the legislation, and respectfully respect it be reconsidered.

We applaud and support many of the key aspects of this bill, and
believe they will help to enhance the employment and training
services provided to veterans in Idaho. However, in its present
form, in many respects, this bill has the potential to be more pre-
scriptive and intrusive into state and local-level program design
and implementation than even the current legislation.

We are concerned this may inhibit much-needed flexibility to re-
spond quickly and effectively to local labor market demands, and
to maximize services to our veteran population.

We ask the committee to work with the states in refining some
aspects of the legislation, and in defining a true federal/state part-
nership for effective administration and implementation of these
very important and much-needed veterans employment and train-
ing services.

Again, on a personal note, Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
you and the committee. I think there is a tremendous relationship
that has developed between you and the members of the sub-
committee, and the members of your staffs in working out this very
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important piece of legislation, which will be helpful to our veterans
throughout the country. Thank you.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Roger.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Madsen appears on p. 103.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. O’Mahoney.

STATEMENT OF T.P. O’MAHONEY

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
my name is Terry O’Mahoney, I’m the commissioner representing
labor for the Texas Workforce Commission, the agency responsible
for workforce employment and training in the State of Texas.

I am pleased and honored to be with you again to support several
of the enhancements for employment and training services to veter-
ans contained in the Jobs for Veterans Act. I have submitted my
full written testimony to the committee for the record.

As a former U.S. Marine Corps major and naval aviator, I ad-
mire and respect the sacrifices that members of our armed forces
everywhere have made in serving our country. Keeping veterans
issues in the forefront is important, and I commend this committee
for its efforts on behalf of veterans nationwide.

As you know, since the enactment of the Workforce Investment
Act, the employment and training systems have dramatically
changed to better meet the needs of both employers and job seek-
ers. The cornerstone of this new system is local control, accom-
panied by flexibility and integration of programs to deliver high-
quality services to a universal population.

I would like to address a few of the major components of the Jobs
for Veterans Act. The move from prescriptive detailed functions for
the federal staff and state DVOP and LVER staff is a much-needed
and welcome change. However, some duties are still present for
LVER staff. And from my view, it would be best to specify these
in a grant process, rather than in law.

I am concerned that the bill contains language granting federal
control over state staff, specifically calling all individuals delivering
service to veterans under this title, including state employees, vet-
erans, and employment training staff, and allowing the state direc-
tor of DOL/VETS to submit comments on individual DVOP and
LVER performance.

If we are the operators, give us the mission, and let us do our
job. We willingly accept the responsibility, and welcome account-
ability. I think it is important to point out that none of the other
Department of Labor programs retain the state level presence of
federal staff, as it is mandated for the VETS program.

I applaud the committee’s stance on rewarding success. Perform-
ance incentives do work, and I am pleased that an incentive pack-
age is included in the legislation.

The proposed legislation expands veterans priority to any quali-
fied employment and training program under the Department of
Labor. I support the intent to prioritize veterans in the current sys-
tems. However, with a variety of training programs available
today, I am concerned that this will lead to confusion in service
delivery.

Additionally, within WIA, section 168 provides a veteran-only
training program, and I would suggest that additional funding to



20

section 168 programs could provide the proper emphasis on train-
ing to veterans.

While not addressed by this legislation, I believe it is important
to again stress the need for making DVOP and LVER grant fund-
ing cycle consistent with that of other employment and training
programs. I know you are already working on this, and I want to
thank you for writing the chairman of the Appropriations Commit-
tee and the Office of Management and Budgets on this issue.

This concludes my specific comments on the proposed legislation.
I would like to take this opportunity to extend my appreciation to
the National Association of State Workforce Agencies, and its vet-
erans affairs committee, for its outstanding efforts in working with
the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee, DOL-VETS, and veterans
organizations in other states.

I welcome the opportunity to work with you, and all our part-
ners, to develop a structure that enhances and improves services
to veterans. I will happy to answer any questions from the commit-
tee. Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Mr. O’Mahoney appears on p. 109.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you very much. Could you pronounce your

name again?
Mr. O’MAHONEY. O’Mahoney.
Mr. SIMPSON. O’Mahoney. Very well done. Okay. O’Mahoney. I

understand how pronouncing last names can sometimes get confus-
ing. During the O.J. Simpson trial, they pronounced that all sorts
of ways. In fact, they called him things I didn’t even recognize.
(Laughter.)

Mr. Mayfield?

STATEMENT OF KEN MAYFIELD

Mr. MAYFIELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And by the way, I
hear O’Mayfield all the time, but that’s not my name.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, thank you for
inviting me to testify on this important issue. My name is Kenneth
Mayfield, and I am an elected county commissioner from Dallas
County, Texas, and I currently serve as president-elect of the Na-
tional Association of Counties.

As you know, every county in America is involved in the delivery
of workforce development services to our citizens. We provide these
services under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, and under
the guidance of the U.S. Department of Labor, and the states.

Every county in America must be a part of the single county or
multi-county workforce investment area through which individuals
may obtain job training and employment assistance.

NACO believes that veterans, like all others, should have access
to the kinds of training and employment assistance that will en-
sure that they are gainfully employed citizens.

We further believe that the system developed under the Work-
force Investment Act is the most productive and logical way by
which to provide employment and training services. For these rea-
sons, the focus of my comments will be on your efforts to strength-
en the relationship between the Workforce Investment Act and em-
ployment and training services for veterans.
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The National Association of Counties believes that the proposal
that you have set forth in H.R. 4015 will enable veterans, like all
other Americans, to receive the workforce development services
they deserve. We believe that, overall, this is an excellent proposal,
and should move forward.

Before responding directly to your legislative proposal, I would
like to share with you the reasons that we believe the Workforce
Investment Act is the vehicle by which to deliver workforce devel-
opment services to all Americans, including veterans.

As you may know, the workforce development services that are
provided at the county level are provided through a partnership be-
tween county elected officials and local workforce investment
boards, or WIBs. The local workforce investment boards are con-
trolled by business representatives, and chaired by a member of
the business community.

The purpose of this partnership is to ensure that local elected of-
ficials who are accountable for federal, state, and local funds, and
representatives of the business community, who understand the
labor and employment markets within their areas, are involved in
the direct delivery of workforce development services to all individ-
uals in need of assistance.

Local business leaders best know what types of jobs are emerging
within their local area, and what types of training would ensure
that individuals are properly qualified for employment.

In my own county, we have an outstanding workforce develop-
ment system. Working with the business community, our workforce
development system is designed to provide a wide range of services
to all of our residents, regardless of their employment status, work-
force experience, or educational levels.

These services include, but are not limited to, employment serv-
ices, food stamps, employment and training, employment services
for unemployment insurance recipients, training and support serv-
ices for individuals affected by layoffs or imports from Canada or
Mexico, access to child care, and employment and training for
veterans.

In addition, our workforce development system provides individ-
uals with access to a wide range of other services, including hous-
ing, transportation, and emergency assistance.

Known as WorkSource for Dallas County, the program operates
out of 10 one-stop centers located throughout the county. Veterans,
like all citizens, need to have access to the widest range of training,
employment, and support services to ensure that they obtain ca-
reer-oriented and productive employment, and the other type of as-
sistance that ensures success on the job.

These include follow-up counseling and monitoring, career coun-
seling, assistance accessing other county, state, and federal human
services and human resources programs, and of course, job
training.

This bill would make consistent the provisions of title 38, United
States Code, with the provisions of the Workforce Investment Act
that broadens eligibility to add veterans with significant barriers
to employment, and veterans who served on active duty during a
war or campaign.
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However, throughout the United States, veterans are not always
receiving the kinds of training and employment services you want
them to receive. Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee,
we believe that veterans should have access to the same high-level
services as all other Americans through the Workforce Investment
Act, and its one-stop system.

H.R. 4015 would achieve this outcome. It would ensure that both
core and intensive job training services are available to veterans.
The core services, job search assistance, and counseling would be
supplemented with job training assistance provided through the
Workforce Investment Act.

H.R. 4015 would also require that services be offered through a
service delivery system where a broad range of services may be of-
fered, such as the Workforce Investment Act one-stops. To ensure
that this does happen, we would urge you to amend page 36, line
20, by adding, between the words ‘‘employment’’ and ‘‘services’’ the
words ‘‘and training.’’

Thus, section 5(c)1 should read, in general, section 4101(7) is
amended to read as follows: ‘‘(7) The term ’employment service de-
livery system’ means a service delivery system through which labor
exchange services, including employment and training services, are
offered in a manner consistent with the provision of such labor ex-
change services, in accordance with the Wagner Peyser Act.’’

This bill, if adopted, would establish performance standards and
outcome measures—critical tools for ensuring that veterans are re-
ceiving the services and programmatic outcomes that are required.
And these standards of measure would be consistent with others
established under the Workforce Investment Act.

This concludes my statement. I will be happy to answer any
question.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Mayfield appears on p. 113.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. I appreciate your statement and your

observation that the words ‘‘and training’’ need to be placed in that.
Those changes will be made. There are some technical changes and
things like that throughout the bill that will be addressed as we
refine and read it, and so forth. So, I appreciate your comments on
that.

I appreciate all of your testimony. I agree with each of you that
the DVETS who are federal employees should not be playing a role
in annual performance ratings of individual DVOPs and LVERs
who are state employees.

And for that reason, as Mr. Hall stated in his testimony, I will
work with Mr. Reyes, hopefully, in addressing that issue so that we
use DVETS in better ways, with respect to the federal/state part-
nership, and I appreciate all of you pointing that problem out.

One of the things that I think all of you mentioned—or, at least
I think Mr. Hall started, and the rest of you did—was the veterans
performance, you’re concerned about the veterans priority, that it
may cause confusion. Why is that? Why do you believe that that
would cause confusion, having a veterans preference?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I feel that part of the problem we have
here is the fact that, in many cases, some of the laws that have
been passed—and WIA is a prime example—there is an inconsist-
ent definition of what is a veteran.
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I think part of this has led to the belief on the part of some of
the title 1 providers that this is a different animal than those ani-
mals that we’re talking about here today. I think that we need to
do some more education.

I also think that WIA empowered the governor to decide how the
money under title 1 would be spent, and to determine a line of
those in need. Many governors elected to utilize that money
preferenced to go to TANIF recipients. As you know, and as the
members of the subcommittee know, very few TANIF recipients
are, in fact, veterans.

Mr. SIMPSON. Anybody else care to comment on that?
Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. Chairman, I think that the—as you get

down to working with the—well, first of all, Texas processes 11
percent of the total veterans that seek services in the United
States.

In 2001, we processed 127,000 veterans through our one-stops.
This year, through the 9 months of the program year, we have
done over 130,000 veterans. So, Texas is in the forefront of process-
ing veterans, and I believe that, as my good friend from Dallas has
mentioned, we have some just excellent one-stops.

The problem that we have, as I think was already brought out
by the gentleman from Missouri, is there gets confusion when we
process through the one-stops, TANIF versus veterans. And some-
times, there is a confusion there.

I think what we have under portion 168 of the Act that is di-
rectly dedicated to veterans. I think if we have two dedicated pro-
grams, there will be confusion. I think if we have in place a veter-
ans-only/veterans-priority under the Workforce Investment Act, we
should go ahead and embrace it, and stay with it, rather than cre-
ate two different funding streams, or two different processing
streams.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Roger, at the bottom of page 3 of your
testimony, you suggest that it would be more productive to use in-
centive funds for building a system capacity and infrastructure.
What exactly do you mean by that?

Mr. MADSEN. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, we have
been underfunded in veterans programs for many years, I believe.
It’s been my personal experience that we could use capacity-build-
ing—primarily technology, but also training—increased salaries,
ability to offer enhanced service, such as assessment, job search
skills, information referral programs.

So, there are lots of ways we could use system capacity building.
Quite a bit of it would be technology-driven.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. That’s all the questions I have. Mr.
Reyes.

Mr. REYES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just following up on your
line of questions, does anybody have an opinion as to why veteran
unemployment rates are so high, then, if—what we’re trying to do
here is trying to provide a system that addresses veterans, because
as one of you said, this is a veterans’ committee.

And you know, a number of us—Mr. Miller and I, from this com-
mittee—were in Afghanistan a couple of weeks ago, and everybody
here talks about the heroic job that our men and women in uniform
are doing in Afghanistan today, and it always troubles me that we
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talk about today’s heroes, and don’t do enough about yesterday’s
heroes. And that’s what this is about.

And when, as I mentioned in my statement, the high incidence
of unemployment among veterans in general, and minority veter-
ans in specific, we have a problem. And we’re trying to address
that problem through, among other things, this legislation.

And it is a little bit unsettling to me, as a veteran, that people
are saying that there is confusion, that this can’t be done. If what
we’re doing is not the answer, then what is the answer? Because
what is going on today, from my perspective, is unacceptable.

And those guys that are fighting in Afghanistan and other parts
of the world are going to be coming back as veterans, and are going
to be wanting help and employment, and we’ve got a bad track
record, as far as veterans.

So, I would like some comments on those, because for me person-
ally, that’s very frustrating.

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Representative Reyes, I think it’s just a product
of the time. Unemployment rates in Texas have gone up a full per-
centage point, over a percentage point, in the last year. It’s up to
5.7 now, and holding. We’ve had dislocations all over the
metroplex, and of course, across the state.

I think that the upswing from 130,000, which we’re serving and
getting jobs for, I think we’re doing a good job in processing them.
The problem is just the economic times out there is the catalyst for
the increase in dislocations.

Mr. REYES. Well then, Mr. Hall?
Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Reyes, we don’t have statistics,

that I’m aware of, that indicate that’s the problem in Idaho. In fact,
I asked for statistics prior to coming, and it says, in our state, vet-
erans are 13.6 percent of registered job seekers, but 20.4 percent
of job seekers entering employment.

And I don’t have a national perspective on this issue, but I do
believe we’re having good luck with this program, to the extent pos-
sible, in Idaho.

Mr. REYES. Then the feedback we’re getting from veterans and
veterans groups is quite the contrary. Those are the kinds of issues
that, again, really frustrate members of this committee.

Let me just give you one statistic here. For male veterans, the
unemployment rate is 26 percent, total. Total veterans—between
20 and 24 years old. You know, you compare that to the statistics
you just mentioned—so, do we have a problem, or not? I say we
have a problem when we’ve got that kind of unemployment rate
among veterans.

Again, our heroes—we’re all talking about the great job that
they’re doing—they’re being processed out of the military, and can’t
seem to find help in getting a job. And to me, that’s a travesty.

You know, I can remember getting out of the Army in August of
1968, taking all the federal exams for employment, and it wasn’t
until the following year, in June, that I was able to get hired on
by the U.S. Border Patrol.

In the interim, there was nothing that—I mean, I went to the
Texas Employment Commission, all of those other things, and got
jobs, but I was one of the fortunate ones, because a lot of the veter-
ans in my era were having the same kind of problem.
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And so, as a member of this committee, I want to make a dif-
ference in it. And when we try to craft legislation specifically tar-
geting the veterans, we’re told, ‘‘Well, veterans and non-veterans,
it creates confusion,’’ ‘‘We shouldn’t specifically be asked to hire
veterans, to help veterans, because that’s unfair.’’ I get very con-
fused and very frustrated about that, and we’ve got to find a
solution.

When the unemployment rate is 4 or 5 percent, and the unem-
ployment rate for veterans is 26 percent, you know, I defy anybody
to tell me we don’t have a problem there.

And it’s not that they are not skilled. In Afghanistan, they’re
using computers, they’re doing all the kinds of things that, to me,
would stand to reason they could be transitioned, if there was a
program focused on veterans, to employment. And we just don’t
have that.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Reyes, Mr. Chairman, I have no data to support
what I’m about to say, but I have a gut feeling that I would like
to present to the committee.

In Missouri, we fully recognize that those veterans who are in
that age bracket of 20 to 24 are coming out of a new military, a
technologically-supported military, where their skill sets for the ci-
vilian marketplace are much higher than they were 10 years
before.

Unfortunately, in Missouri, many of them are coming back to
hometown Missouri, which may not have the businesses that are
employing those kinds of skill sets. We are finding that many of
them have deep roots to go home, and aren’t going to where the
jobs would be available if they were interested in pursuing what
their skill sets allow them to pursue.

In addition, we also find in Missouri—and we are not unique in
this problem—a tremendous number of closings of major plants.
Last week in Missouri—still unannounced officially—I got two
phone calls, one transferring and eliminating 300 jobs, and in an
hour, another 120 went away.

These are the higher-paying jobs. The jobs that are backfilling
those tend to be minimum wage, or slightly above. Many of the re-
turning veterans feel that their value is higher than minimum
wage.

So, I think part of the phenomenon that you’re describing is the
fact that we have higher unemployment, we have significant clo-
sure of industry that would have potential openings for the veter-
ans who are coming back with the skill sets, and the hometown
effect.

We need to work closely together to try to resolve this. This is
a major problem facing this country today and in the future, if we
don’t find a fix.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your indulgence, but this
is very important. This is why we serve on this committee.

But again, there is no explanation for the difference in the unem-
ployment rate, number one, and then, to me, it makes—it doesn’t
make sense that there would be opposition to specifically target
veterans by giving them preference in job training and in job place-
ment, and in the kinds of things that your collective testimony
spoke to.
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For me, it doesn’t compute. Am I missing something?
Mr. MAYFIELD. Well, Chairman, and Representative Reyes, I

know I just read that recently, college graduates, across the board,
coming out of college, only about 60 percent, or 60-some-odd per-
cent of those are going to have jobs coming out, where that number
was much, much higher.

And so, when you look at 20 to 24-year-old veterans, I think you
have to also apply that against 20 to 24-year-olds in the workforce,
as well. I don’t think we can take a 5.7 percent unemployment rate
that takes into account all age groups and match that with the 20
to 24-year-olds.

I certainly think that this bill will help. Will it be, you know, the
panacea to do it? I doubt that, because I think we are entering a
sort of systemic unemployment problem with the shut-down of a lot
of high-tech firms. We’re starting to come out of it, but it’s going
to take a while to catch back up.

So, I think if you look at the unemployment rate of 20 to 24-year-
olds across the entire spectrum, you’re going to see that it probably
doesn’t match that with what you’re talking——

Mr. REYES. Well, let me just give you that rate. It’s 12 percent.
So that’s a heck of a difference, between 12 percent and 26 percent.

And veterans have served their country. In most cases in today’s
military, they’ve been deployed to Kosovo, to Bosnia, to Afghani-
stan, to all these other places.

And again, if this—we’re not expecting this legislation to be a
panacea for those issues, but we do expect, collectively, support.
And give us some feedback into how we can make it better.

Don’t tell us, ‘‘Don’t prioritize veterans,’’ don’t tell us that there
is confusion, don’t tell us—I mean, help us, instead of trying to
shoot holes in the legislation.

Mr. MAYFIELD. I can tell you in Dallas County, last program year
from July of 2000 to 2001, we registered 11,178 veterans for work
in the Dallas Veterans—through the one-stops. And 99.8 percent of
those, or 11,159 received employment training and benefits.

And we were only able to place 5,221, a little less than 50 per-
cent into jobs after they received those types of training. So, obvi-
ously, you know, there is a problem. Where that lies, you know, it’s
going to take a lot of work to look at.

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. Reyes, if I could, please, I don’t want to
leave an impression that we don’t prioritize veterans. We do, in
Texas. They’re first in line for every service which we have in
workforce placement.

I think that it’s interesting, too, the placement of engineers out
of the University of Texas. And of the chemical engineers, over 125
graduated mid-term, and only 20 percent of those chemical engi-
neers had job offers. It’s just a sign of the times.

But please don’t think that we’re not prioritizing veterans in
Texas, because we do.

Mr. REYES. And you know, I have no doubt that your intentions
are good, but I hope you can see that we’re very frustrated about
the fact that we’re doing everything that we can, legislatively, to
help prioritize veterans, and when we get the kind of testimony—
it frustrates me. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
your indulgence.
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Mr. SIMPSON. You bet. And I guess what—just to add a little bit,
before I go to Mr. Crenshaw—I guess what we’re trying to say is
that the reason we have veterans preference is because veterans
have earned it.

And it’s not necessarily based on veterans being at a higher un-
employment rate in job seeking than others, but again, we give
them preference because they’ve earned it, through their service to
their country. Mr. Crenshaw?

[No response.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Evans, do you have any questions you would

like to ask?
Mr. EVANS. No, no questions. I will be glad to yield to my col-

league from Texas, if he wanted to——
Mr. REYES. No, no, the chairman has been very indulgent.
Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the panel for your testimony. I look for-

ward to working with you, and I appreciate your comments and
your input on this legislation, because I think we all want the same
thing, and that is to have as many veterans as possible find jobs.
Thank you.

Would the third panel please come forward? We have Mr. Bruce
Wyngaard, of the Ohio Civil Service Employee’s Association, Mr.
Dennis Beagle, of the New York State Public Employees Federa-
tion, and Mr. Wesley Poriotis, the chief executive officer of Wesley,
Brown & Bartle Company, Inc.

Mr. Wyngaard, whenever you’re ready.

STATEMENTS OF BRUCE WYNGAARD, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR,
OHIO CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION, AFSCME
LOCAL 11; DENNIS BEAGLE, NEW YORK STATE PUBLIC EM-
PLOYEES FEDERATION; AND WESLEY PORIOTIS, CHIEF EX-
ECUTIVE OFFICER, WESLEY, BROWN & BARLE COMPANY,
INC.

STATEMENT OF BRUCE WYNGAARD

Mr. WYNGAARD. Mr. Chairman, my name is Bruce Wyngaard,
and I am an operations director with the Ohio Civil Service Em-
ployees Association. OCSEA represents the state’s local veterans
employment representatives, and disabled veterans outreach pro-
gram specialists, as well as other State of Ohio employment secu-
rity personnel.

OCSEA is affiliated with the American Federation of State,
County and Municipal Employees, and I appear here today on be-
half of 1.3 million members of AFSCME. AFSCME supports your
efforts to strengthen the existing federal/state partnership for vet-
erans services within the Department of Labor.

I serve on Ohio’s employment workforce investment board. What-
ever the growing pains of the Workforce Investment Act system, it
is clear that the one-stop model of service delivery is evolving.

Services to veterans should remain an important part of that sys-
tem, and it makes sense for the program oversight to remain at
DOL, the same agency which oversees WIA programs.

We also support a close integration of the DVOP and LVER staff
with the workforce system. This has worked in Ohio. For instance,
with highly successful transition programs for individuals leaving
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military service, these programs are run by DVOPs and LVERs as
part of the one-stop systems.

I also want to express our appreciation for your willingness to
focus on improving the existing system, instead of creating public/
private competition for federal veterans employment service dol-
lars. As you are aware, AFSCME strongly opposed prior proposals
along these lines.

We believe that such competition would often distract from the
real task of improving services, and we favor labor management co-
operation with the public sector as the way to fix problems.

In Ohio, Quality Services through Partnership, QStP, has pro-
duced $180 million in savings to Ohio’s taxpayers since 1993, as
labor management teams have worked to change the systems.

We strongly support the provision that legislation that would re-
quire contractors to list their job openings with the state employ-
ment service. AFSCME believes this is essential to building an ef-
fective national labor exchange for veterans, and all other jobless
workers.

AFSCME also believes that it is appropriate to give veterans pri-
ority consideration for services. We are concerned, however, about
the general trend to underfund all federal employment training
programs. In that context, we are concerned that the mandate to
serve veterans, first under all WIA programs, would intensify the
competition for scarce dollars, and exasperate tensions among job
seekers and staff in local offices.

For this reason, we suggest that you consider guaranteeing in-
creased funding for section 168 of WIA, for veterans services, and
supporting more funding for other WIA programs, as well.

AFSCME is concerned that the requirement for states to employ
such full-time and part-time DVOPs and LVERs as they deem ap-
propriate and efficient will be a hollow one without a guarantee of
adequate federal funding. We would strongly oppose redirecting re-
sources from other programs, which, themselves, are chronically
underfunded.

Instead, we support guaranteed federal funding through work-
load-based formula to alleviate shortfalls in veterans staff grants.

AFSCME supports the provisions in this bill to give incentive
awards to states for positive performance. We also agree with the
provisions that would establish a performance accountability sys-
tem that is more closely aligned with the new measures created
under WIA. However, we would urge you to provide for greater
input from a broader group of stakeholders, and for more direction
to deal well on both these actions.

In Ohio, we are just beginning to get a handle on how we collect
data, what data is important, what types of performance criteria
will effectively direct the system. If the dollars that—do not match
local stakeholders, and they don’t see that as important, or if the
measures do not acknowledge the barriers faced locally and the ex-
tent of case management efforts needed to mount these barriers,
then the measurements or incentives will have little impact, we
have learned.

We support simplifying the descriptions of the duties of veterans,
specialists, and representatives, but we believe that the legislation
should not give such unilateral authority to the Department of
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Labor. The legislation should describe the services that must be
provided, but we are concerned that under H.R. 4015, DOL officials
could impose very specific job duties.

As others have mentioned today—and we welcome your com-
ments to revisit this issues—the legislation also gives federal offi-
cials authority to submit recommendations in connection with the
annual performance rating of each veterans outreach specialist em-
ployment representative.

As the collective bargaining representative of these employees in
many states, we see these provisions as problematic. We question
whether they would negate state personnel rules. We also—putting
one level of government in the position of evaluating the specific
job performance of employees in a different level of government can
create considerable confusion, and perhaps undermine AFSCME’s
ability to represent our members.

For example, it is not clear how we would grieve discipline im-
posed by a state based partly on federal evaluation.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I want to reiterate AFSCME’s support
for the general framework of H.R. 4015, particularly its recognition
of the importance of supporting, measuring, and rewarding the
work of LVERs and DVOPs, and placing the work in the context
of the Workforce Investment Act, and other DOL programs.

We look forward to working with you on this legislation moving
forward, and we will be happy to answer any questions at this
time. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Wyngaard appears on p. 121.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Wyngaard, for your testimony. I

appreciate it. Mr. Beagle.

STATEMENT OF DENNIS BEAGLE

Mr. BEAGLE. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
Veterans’ Benefits Subcommittee. And I certainly want to thank
you for your very kind invitation to let me testify in H.R. 4015, the
Jobs for Veterans Act of 2002.

I am the statewide chair of the labor-management committee in
the New York State Department of Labor, representing the New
York State Public Employees Federation, which is also affiliated
with the Service Employees International Union, and the American
Federation of Teachers. I am also on the Executive Board of the
Public Employees Federation.

We are very pleased with the contents of this legislation, and
wish to commend the chair and the committee for drafting this doc-
ument. We feel that it will ensure that our veterans are afforded
better job-finding services.

The concerns we had with previous legislative initiatives on this
topic in recent years are, for the most part, favorably changed.

We do applaud priority of service to veterans, as provided in sec-
tion 4215. This corrects omissions in the Workforce Investment Act.

Especially comforting is the retention of the veterans employ-
ment and training services in the public employment service, and
the one-stop centers, where assets are concentrated to provide this
labor exchange.

We strongly support the listing of jobs with the local employment
service, the one-stop centers, and America’s Job Bank in federally
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funded contracts to accomplish affirmative action on behalf of our
Nations’ veterans.

The redefinition of ‘‘covered veteran’’ to be more inclusive of the
modern veteran population was certainly needed. We need to pro-
vide priority of service to those who have more recently partici-
pated in military operations and campaigns.

Regarding the institution of performance incentive awards, we
generally support the concept, if there are objective criteria.

The performance accountability system established in the bill
will alleviate some of the concerns voiced in previous reports, and
we, as a union, expect our members who deliver services to be ac-
countable. Our only concern is that the criteria be objective, local
economic conditions be taken into account, and as some of the pre-
vious speakers have said, that it conforms with local collective bar-
gaining agreements, and doesn’t infringe on the rights of our
employees.

We oppose the appointment of part-time LVERs and DVOPs to
these positions. We have found, from past experience, that their ac-
tivities can be more easily diverted to other activities when they
are working on veterans service on a part-time basis.

We also strongly prefer the appointment of veterans to these po-
sitions, as veterans understand the unique problems and require-
ments of other veterans. In summary, veterans are better suited for
helping other veterans, and must be full-time, in order to con-
centrate their efforts in this direction.

We support the modernization of services to veterans, by using
the Internet and other instant means of communications with our
overseas military personnel about to transition to civilian
employment.

In general, we and the New York State Public Employees Fed-
eration, and our international unions, SEIU and AFT, applaud the
work of the committee and support this very important legislative
initiative.

The legislation generally meets the objective of furnishing quality
services to our veterans, and eligible population, while ensuring ac-
countability by the service providers we represent in our unions.

Our only remaining concerns, once again, are the issues of part-
time positions, objective criteria for performance incentives, and
the performance accountability program, and the veteran status of
the appointees.

And I would just like to deviate for a couple of minutes from my
written testimony and make comments relative to the assistant
secretary’s earlier comments and his written testimony.

We oppose the administration’s proposals to move the LVER and
DVOP positions to the VA. The state employment services have
presence in the one-stop. We have field staff out developing jobs,
and we have a long-term commitment to jobs for veterans. The
whole employment service, the state employment service, started
as the Veterans Employment Service, and that’s where it should
stay.

And in conclusion, we certainly want to thank you for affording
myself and my union the opportunity to appear before your com-
mittee, and we all appreciate the efforts of your giving our veterans
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population the best possible service through this legislative initia-
tive. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Beagle appears on p. 124.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Beagle. Congressman Quinn sends

his regards, and regrets that he couldn’t be here this morning.
Mr. BEAGLE. Well, a special thank you to Mr. Quinn, and cer-

tainly the people from western New York and the Buffalo area, for
giving us this opportunity to come down and talk today.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Mr. Poriotis.

STATEMENT OF WESLEY PORIOTIS

Mr. PORIOTIS. Yes. As you can see from my written testimony,
my full Greek name is Phillipus Sotorius Poriotis. And I must tell
you that I recently gave a keynote speech to a group of doctors and
a group of hospital administrators, and a very nearsighted doctor
introduced me as Mr. Psoriasis. (Laughter.)

Mr. PORIOTIS. So, I thank you for saying ‘‘Poriotis.’’ That’s a note
of levity to introduce what I think is a very serious topic, and that
is, in a bold stroke, having worked 30 years in the corporate arena,
having achieved the highest level of corporate executive placement
for women, persons of color, and most recently, for military posi-
tions, I think you should change your H.R. 4015.

Instead of Jobs for Veterans, I would change it to Quality Jobs
for Veterans. Maybe that’s euphemistic, but I also put quotes
around ‘‘sustaining America’s competitiveness,’’ and quotes under
that, because many thousands of veterans have jobs. But as Mr.
Reyes has pointed out so eloquently, there is not only a deep unem-
ployment, but there is a deeper underemployment.

We don’t measure underemployment. We don’t have a classic cri-
teria for underemployment, but there certainly is a deep under-
employment. And going to Mr. Reyes’ comment as to why, I think
there is an entrenched deselective bias, an almost institutionalized
deselective bias, on the part of corporate business and organiza-
tions in their hiring managers, their gatekeepers, their human re-
sources practitioners.

Only 1 in 6 Americans under the age of 65 has served in this
country, and perhaps only one out of 20 American corporate and
business executives have served. So military remain below the
radar screen when it comes to being embracive and inclusive of
them.

And I would say that if we were to really look to the heart of
how H.R. 4015 can be successful, is we must imbue in section 6 a
corporate advocacy and a corporate marketing campaign. I will re-
peat that. You need a corporate and business advocacy and market-
ing campaign to insinuate the veterans as a valued asset, because
of the devaluation of the veteran in the hiring mix. Infusing that
into the hiring mix and getting them on the playing field.

The whole scope of my comments this morning are aimed at lev-
eling the playing field, not to guarantee jobs for veterans, but allow
them to compete on a level playing field. At this time, at this place,
the American transitioning military, and the prior service military,
are not on a level playing field to compete.

Therefore, I would beef up and add teeth to your employer
awareness and information-sharing campaign, because it’s too
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weak. I would suggest and rewrite it, and I have suggested I would
work to do that, in terms of making that a very forceful marketing
advocacy campaign.

And I would beef up the national hire vets committee, because
you have vets organizations talking to vets organizations. You have
the converted talking to the converted. We need some business
round table conference board, U.S. Chamber of Commerce, and we
need representatives from the corporate sector, the non-defense cor-
porate sector, reflective of the hidden job market which is inacces-
sible and not available to the veteran.

I am talking about the retail industry, the pharmaceutical indus-
try, the financial services industry, the manufacturing industry.
We continue to assume, from the technical and skilled area of peo-
ple going into the defense industry, but the thousands and thou-
sands of positions that lie in the hidden job market are inacces-
sible, not publicized, not advertised.

And in part, they’re controlled by what I call a stealth industry,
a stealth industry that has no regulation, no laws controlling those.
The executive search recruitment employment agency, those
human resources career counselors, and entities involved in posi-
tioning people, we do not position veterans. We do not champion
veterans.

There isn’t a balanced slate of veterans that goes forth from this
stealth industry. I believe this stealth industry, as I call it, I’m con-
vinced it controls 70 to 80 percent of the hidden job market which
veterans don’t have access to.

I know that my oral testimony is supposed to be 5 minutes, and
it took a minute to pronounce my name, but I do have a 12-step
program that I think can make H.R. 4015 fly.

And one, you need to put in, number one, an aggressive market-
ing program, and you need a champion. You need a corporate
champion, like Lou Gerstner, retiring from IBM, or a corporate
champion like the former chairman of Lockheed Martin, Norm
Augustine.

And I believe you need a national spokesperson, either Mr.
Juarbe, or Principi, that can engage the enemy, engage corporate
America, engage them on their own turf, induce them to under-
stand and embrace this thing called the military, because there it’s
a devalued asset.

Number two, I would infuse the issues of veterans employment
on the major corporate organizational agendas of the business
round table, the corporate conference board, chambers of commerce,
and international organizational meetings.

The international celebrity corporate entertainment group that
appeared in Switzerland last year, and appeared in New York this
year after 9/11, did not have anything with regard to the veterans
issues on its plate. Veterans issues are not on the plates of the cor-
porate agendas.

Number three, I do believe you need to train your LVERs and
your DVOPs and how to place, and you need to impose a perform-
ance criteria on them so that they will place individuals. And they
need to be connected with the local businesses in their community
on an aggressive process.
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I do believe you also have to status prior service military. Mr.
Reyes talked about the Afghanistan situation now, but I’m talking
about the 3.2 million prior service military from the end of the Gulf
War. I believe that we don’t know where they are, what their posi-
tions are, what quality of jobs they hold.

Ninety percent of them are non-retirees, young military who
have evolved into the private sector. We don’t know what the
underemployment is, we don’t know what their status is, we don’t
know what the quality of their jobs are.

I believe, number five, we have to incent America’s recruitment
community to embrace military candidates for job fulfillment. Right
now, in diversity, corporate America is paid dollars for performance
criteria to basically embrace diversity and see that diversity slates
of candidate go forth internally and externally. There is nothing for
military. Military should be infused on those balance slates.

And I also think, number six, we need a national job placement
service that can engage America’s recruitment community to place
veterans free in these corporate situations. We need our veterans
in key roles so as to act as magnets for others.

Number seven, I think this committee, in H.R. 4015, needs a na-
tional watershed event. If you remember in 1986, this country en-
gaged the homeless issue by having Hands Across America. I think
you need something like Vets Across America, or Veterans Across
America, where Americans can link hands from one coast to the
other.

Five million Americans linked hands on the homeless issue in
1986. I believe a watershed event, and the media coverage on
issues affecting veterans employment and veterans business oppor-
tunities could be a hallmark event to make veterans issues and
veterans employment a very significant aspect of American
thinking.

Number eight, you need a veterans consumer educational task
force composed of consumer marketing people. The problem right
now in America’s consumer establishment—the Colgate-Palmolives,
the Bristol-Meyers—is that you do not have the perception that the
veteran is a target consumer marketing group to market to.

The 3.5 million or 4 million prior service military and their fami-
lies represent 15 million people who go below the radar screen. I
believe we need to educate the consumer marketing companies that
the veteran is a consumer. If you recall, until diverse populations
and female populations were perceived as consumers, hiring of
these groups took a very, very inadequate process.

Number nine, I believe that America suffers from a veterans illit-
eracy. I believe that, from what I’ve seen in the last 10 years of
championing military to the private sector, there is an almost ab-
ject veterans illiteracy, an American illiteracy that has to be faced
from elementary, secondary, high school, and especially in the cor-
porate and business arenas. This has to be addressed.

Ten, I think we have to redefine the employment status to define
what underemployment means.

And number 11, it’s one thing for this group to look at getting
jobs for veterans, it’s another thing, Mr. Chairman, to look at re-
taining them in the positions. We need something in H.R. 4015
that speaks to a retention program, retention practices, because it’s
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not the first job for the veteran, it’s the second and the third. It’s
the upward mobility and the career mobility for that veteran that’s
probably more important over the next decade.

And the twelfth, I believe as Mr. Reyes, again, pointed out, there
is a special need to look at leveling the playing field, and creating
different networks for women and persons of color in the military,
who I have tracked, in terms of their compensation as they evolve
out in the private sector. There is probably 45 to 50 percent dif-
ferentiation in compensation between the majority and the non-ma-
jority military person in the private sector. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Poriotis appears on p. 126.]
Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate your testimony. As you said in your

earlier statement, you had additional recommendations that you
would like to send in, if you would e-mail those to both Darryl and
Ms. McCarthy, we would appreciate that.

I appreciate all of the testimony that you—that the panel has
given. It has been very informative, and I read through it last
night, and have marked up some of it with yellow highlighter, and
will work with Darryl to see what we can do about incorporating
some of the recommendations—and Mr. Reyes—about seeing what
we can do to incorporate some of your recommendations, and so
forth.

But this type of testimony benefits us greatly in coming up with
what I hope will be a very good bill in the end. Thank you all. Mr.
Reyes.

Mr. REYES. We’ll get some questions in for response for the
record, if you don’t mind.

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes.
Mr. REYES. Thank you very much. That was excellent testimony.
Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the panel, and look forward to working

with you, and I truly appreciate your recommendations.
Would the fourth panel come forward? We have with us Mr.

James Magill, the director of National Employment Policy of the
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States, Mr. Steve Robert-
son, Legislative Director of The American Legion, Mr. Carl Blake,
Associate Legislative Director of the Paralyzed Veterans of Amer-
ica, Mr. Rick Weidman, Director of Governmental Relations, the
Vietnam Veterans of America, and Mr. Richard Jones, the National
Legislative Director of AMVETS.

Mr. Magill, we’ll begin with you.

STATEMENTS OF JAMES N. MAGILL, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
EMPLOYMENT POLICY, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF
THE UNITED STATES; STEVE ROBERTSON, LEGISLATIVE DI-
RECTOR, THE AMERICAN LEGION; CARL BLAKE, ASSOCIATE
LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, PARALYZED VETERANS OF AMER-
ICA; RICK WEIDMAN, DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT RELA-
TIONS, VIETNAM VETERANS OF AMERICA; AND RICHARD
JONES, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, AMVETS

STATEMENT OF JAMES N. MAGILL

Mr. MAGILL. Thank you. First, I would like to say, as is indicated
in my statement, we do support the enactment of H.R. 4015. I
would also like to commend you and your staff. It’s been a long
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road to get where we are today. As I think you indicated, approxi-
mately 21⁄2 years have gone by. And again, we would like to com-
mend you, Darryl Kehrer, and the rest of the staff.

I would like to just take my time for a couple of comments. The
first one is primarily with respect to the provisions dealing with
contractors.

One of the key components—you can have as many laws on the
books as you want to, but one has to comply with the law. And we
have been seeing, for many years, that a lot of the contractors and
subcontractors are not in compliance. And that, we think, is a key
component.

Also, I would like to mention we do support the awarding of ad-
ditional funding to the states that do comply to a set of standards.
We do support that. However, I think there has got to be some
kind of a mechanism in the bill that can address those states who
are not in compliance.

I don’t have an answer for you on this. One thing that I would
not recommend is to withhold funds. That would do nothing but
hurt the veteran.

In a related provision, we are very happy that you did include
to fund NVTI. We were shocked—I guess that’s the only word I can
use—that the funding for that had been eliminated in the adminis-
tration’s proposal—possibly those states that are having a difficult
time meeting standards, that NVTI would be a good example of
where they could go for help.

We do believe that the vast amount of DVOPs and LVERs are
doing a good job. It’s just a handful out there that we think need
to have a little bit more help.

With the panel that was just on previous to us, it was mentioned
being in touch with the corporations. I had the honor of chairing
a group of VSOs last October, or November, who went to Chicago,
and met with corporate heads of, I believe, it was five or six
corporations.

They all acknowledged that they wanted to bring more veterans
into their workforce. However, what surprised me is they did not
know where to find the veterans. So, I applaud the provisions in
the bill that address this.

And I think we need to do a better job, I think DOL needs to
do a better job in contacting the corporations to let them know that
there are very highly qualified veterans out there.

And that concludes my remarks. I will be happy to answer any
questions you have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Magill appears on p. 139.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Magill. Mr. Jones.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD JONES

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Reyes, members of
the subcommittee. I am pleased to present the viewpoint of
AMVETS on H.R. 4015, the Jobs for Veterans Act.

We are concerned that the programs managed by the Depart-
ment of Labor, the Veterans Employment and Training Service, re-
main underfunded and not fully staffed. And we commend the sub-
committee for looking to update and enhance these programs.
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Clearly, your efforts are critical, if we are to meet the employment
and training needs of veterans.

We agree with many of the provisions of H.R. 4015. In too many
instances, the program is, unfortunately, not working as effectively
as you have intended. And in the process, veterans are being left
behind.

Veterans continue to need the special job training services that
Veterans Employment and Training Service and the state-based
DVOPs and LVERs provide. Regarding DVOPs and LVERs,
AMVETS believes it is important that states continue to be re-
quired to hire veterans for these positions.

For decades, LVERs and DVOPs have been the cornerstone of
employment services for veterans throughout the United States’
employment service system. Part of the reason is that these indi-
viduals are veterans, and they are advocating for veterans.

We object to the provision in H.R. 4015 that would change this
principle, and allow states to hire veterans for these positions, only
to the extent practicable. DVOPs and LVERs are the individuals
who help form the bridge, and effect a smooth transition from mili-
tary servicemembers to the civilian workforce. In our view, these
people should be veterans.

Another concern with the legislation is criteria that would qual-
ify an individual to serve as deputy assistant secretary of labor for
veterans employment. H.R. 4015 would only allow an individual to
serve as deputy assistant secretary who had previously served 5
consecutive years of service in the federal executive branch imme-
diately preceding the appointment.

Now, if the effort is to establish someone as deputy assistant sec-
retary with institutional process knowledge, such limitation might
be appropriate. If what we’re looking for, however, is a more re-
sponsive organization, the need may be for someone with expertise
outside of government, perhaps in marketing, organizational man-
agement, informational technology, or in actually serving veterans.

Flexibility should reside with the administration to choose, as is
the current option, an individual from a broader community of
skills than might be found in the 5-year class of the federal
bureaucracy.

We don’t intend our criticism to be pejorative toward dedicated
federal employees. Nor however, do we wish to limit an administra-
tion’s choice for this important position.

AMVETS strongly supports the incentive programs outlined in
H.R. 4015. Starting an incentive initiative for state employment
services is a good idea. It would do much to enhance the current
system. Meaningful performance standards can promote successful
outcomes, and enliven the program’s activity.

AMVETS also supports the provisions of H.R. 4015 that strive to
make the employment services delivery system more flexible. There
is no need to have a one-size-fits-all approach for activities in each
of the 50 States. Clear standards that measure the program’s im-
plementation in terms of outcome, instead of process, can allow for
flexibility. And flexibility is important.

States are different, and they may have different approaches to-
ward local employers, as well as different types of veterans who
may need employment help.
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On one related point, AMVETS is extremely disappointed with
the proposal in the President’s budget to transfer Veterans Employ-
ment and Training Services from DOL to VA. We believe this
transfer is ill-advised. DOL knows the labor market; that’s its busi-
ness. And it knows better than anyone else, where the jobs are.

Moreover, VA already faces serious challenges in providing time-
ly health care, and reducing the backlog of nearly 600,000 claims.
Moving VETS programs to VA may change some titles, but it does
nothing to better serve veterans.

Another disappointment is the administration’s failure to request
funding for the National Veterans Training Institute. Failure to
fund this mission sets up a situation where people are led to be-
lieve they’re going to get some real employment help, but the re-
ality is otherwise.

We believe the issues surrounding Veterans Employment and
Training are clearly solvable. We do not believe Congress and the
administration should segregate veterans to a single agency. The
job and job training programs should continue be managed and run
by the Department of Labor.

We have confidence that the current DOL VETS management
team is fully competent to implement needed reforms. Indeed, we
are encouraged by recent words to AMVETS from the deputy sec-
retary of labor, reiterating Labor’s commitment to priority services
for veterans, and confirming Labor’s obligation to consider veterans
a primary constituency of the Department.

AMVETS looks forward to working with you and others in Con-
gress to ensure we help meet the needs of America’s veterans and
their families, and we thank you again for the opportunity to
present our views and comments on this important legislation.
Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Jones appears on p. 141.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Jones. Mr. Robertson.

STATEMENT OF STEVE ROBERTSON

Mr. ROBERTSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
subcommittee. The American Legion remains steadfastly support-
ive of VETS within the Department of Labor. The American Legion
believes the core problems hampering VETS and its programs can
be narrowed down to three key points: leadership, leadership,
leadership.

Failure to provide veterans’ employment professionals in local of-
fices the flexibility to perform their federally-mandated duties and
responsibilities, failure to fully fund and staff veterans employment
professionals to their federally-mandated levels, and failure to im-
plement the performance accountability system that properly
records the successful accomplishment, of the veterans employment
professionals.

Clearly, these leadership shortfalls are at the local, state, and
national levels. Although the American Legion supports the move
to provide veterans preference in federal job training programs, the
American Legion deeply regrets that successful veterans job train-
ing programs such as VJTA and SMOCTA fail to receive adequate
and continued federal funding.
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Both programs were highly successful and consistent with the
stated goals of VETS. But more importantly, both programs were
limited to the scope only to veterans.

Honorable military service was the prerequisite for eligibility for
participation in these unique programs. Truly, VJTA and SMOCTA
were generous gestures from a grateful nation to assist veterans in
overcoming specific employment barriers.

The American Legion would strongly encourage Congress to re-
consider the value of these programs, and fully fund either one.

The American Legion questions the decision to expand VETS
programs to all veterans seeking employment. Originally, VETS
was designed to meet the employment and training needs of a
much smaller portion of the veterans population—the special dis-
abled veterans, other disabled veterans, and other eligible
veterans.

Opening eligibility to all veterans would overwhelm the program
without significant additional staffing and full funding. Expanding
this definition to include certain spouses is acceptable.

However, the American Legion recommends that a spouse of any
veteran who is totally disabled, resulting from service-connected
disability, should be eligible, regardless of whether it’s permanent
in nature, or not. It is an unfortunate situation the spouse should
be eligible for a needed vocational assistance.

The American Legion opposes granting monetary incentive
awards to the states to meet or exceed their benchmarking goals.

Rather than upgrading the performance level nationally, this
program rewards the best performing states. This rich-gets-richer
and poor-gets-poorer approach seems counterproductive to address-
ing the global veterans employment issue.

The American Legion opposes the provision that the deputy sec-
retary for labor for veterans employment and training be required
to have at least 5 years of continuous service in federal civil service
in the executive branch immediately preceding appointment as the
deputy assistant secretary.

The American Legion believes a more appropriate requirement
would be to have at least 5 years of continuous service in VETS
immediately preceding the appointment of deputy assistant sec-
retary. In-depth knowledge of VETS is more beneficial than an in-
depth knowledge of federal bureaucracy. The ASVET needs tech-
nical support more than political support.

The American Legion also believes that there should be a resi-
dency requirement for directors and assistant directors for Veter-
ans Employment and Training. The American Legion strongly sup-
ports the requirement that only veterans be appointed to VETS po-
sitions, especially with the emphasis on using service-connected
disabled veterans in DVOPs positions. This makes good sense.

This bill does not address the need for placing DVOPs and
LVERs throughout the state, not just in large urban areas. Out-
reach is probably the most important aspect of VETS, and the least
emphasized.

For many employers and job seekers, the state veterans employ-
ment office is still viewed as the unemployment office, not as a
head-hunting firm. Outreach plays a major role in helping change
that image. Outreach takes the message from the computer and
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automated phone systems to the face-to-face meetings with employ-
ers and job seekers in their environment. Salesmanship is critical
in recruiting job orders from employers. Salesmanship is critical in
recruiting veterans with barriers to employment. Salesmanship is
critical in shaping the corporate image throughout the community.

The very best vehicle for achieving this goal is through inter-
personal interaction with civic, business, and fraternal organiza-
tions. The image of VETS is based on the last experience in dealing
with them.

How does VETS check its image in the local community without
an effective outreach program? Local state employment office man-
agers that tether DVOPs and LVERs to their local office to handle
only walk-in veterans fail to understand why VETS was created.

Outreach is a federally-mandated role of both the DVOP and the
LVER that is routinely ignored by local office managers across the
country.

The proposed state funding formula is very disturbing to the
American Legion. The American Legion believes basing VETS pro-
gram funding on an unstable economic factor would adversely im-
pact the quality of the critical veterans programs.

Recruitment and retention of qualified, well-trained veterans em-
ployment professionals would be a major problem, due to the ques-
tionable employment stability.

The American Legion believes the issues are even more signifi-
cant in the states with smaller veterans populations. VETS is a na-
tional veterans employment program, not only for the states with
greater veterans populations.

The American Legion fully supports the establishment and im-
plementation of measurable, meaningful, equitable performance ac-
countability system. The performance measures must be appro-
priate for the task at hand.

The American Legion would strongly recommend that the
ASVET allow the performance accountability system to be created
by a selected group of veterans employment professionals, in con-
sultation with the National Veterans Training Institute.

Such a system created by the stakeholders would be more accu-
rate in counting the performance of their peers and colleagues in
the entire community.

The American Legion strongly recommends that the fundamental
job requirements of the veterans employment personnel be codified
to provide national continuity. Such intensive services as outreach,
case management, employee development, job placement should be
clarified for the DVOP and the LVER.

Additionally, we recommend that the number of LVERs and
DVOPs be based on a specific manning formula. The American Le-
gion encourages Congress to keep that formula, and we would be
more than happy to work with you in developing it.

Employability is a personal issue that requires a hands-on ap-
proach by trained veterans employment professionals. Technology
offers excellent advantages, but should never be considered as the
final solution for employment. Not every job seeker is comfortable
with using state-of-the-art equipment. Clearly, a barrier for em-
ployment in the 21st century.
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Computers can’t read body language, computers can’t sense frus-
tration, computers can’t understand the feeling of rejection. They
are the very reasons why veterans employment professionals are so
critical in meeting the overall objectives of VETS, putting veterans
back to work.

The American Legion believes that the best solution to the cor-
rection—to the current problems within VETS is sound leadership
and management practices. With leadership comes responsibility.
Many of the problems addressed in this legislation could be aggres-
sively addressed and resolved with dynamic leadership and individ-
ual accountability.

Congress confirmed the ASVET to lead and manage VETS. The
ASVET is provided with ample staff at the state and national level
to assist in that charge. It is time for focused leadership, not re-
invention legislation.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the American
Legion applauds the hard work in drafting this legislation. But
without strong leadership, even if this bill were passed without any
changes, it will be totally ineffective without strong leadership.

The American Legion would strongly recommend quarterly VETS
oversight hearings to determine if the core problem is leadership,
management, or legislative in nature.

I apologize for running your red light. And to all those college
kids that are looking for a job, go down to your armed services re-
cruiting station, there are plenty available. (Laughter.)

[The prepared statement of Mr. Robertson appears on p. 146.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Robertson.
Mr. ROBERTSON. Thank you, sir.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Weidman.

STATEMENT OF RICK WEIDMAN

Mr. WEIDMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Reyes, and I
would ask your leave to make a personal notation for many of us
here.

We have with us in the hearing room the very first assistant sec-
retary of veterans employment and training, the Honorable Wil-
liam C. Plowden, Jr., from South Carolina, and I just wanted to
make sure that a lot of us would be here, and a lot of good that
happened because of things that this gentleman and his good
friend, the Honorable Strom Thurmond have done over the years.

In fact, one would believe that—the VA, we believe—that we
wouldn’t be discussing a veterans employment and training service
because there wouldn’t be a veterans employment and training
service if it had not been for Senator Thurmond. Thank you for
that diversion, Mr. Chairman.

The first thing I want to say is, on behalf of VVA, we feel very,
very strongly that this an historic occasion. And as we move to
pass H.R. 4015, which we very strongly support, it would be the
first linkage between performance and cash American that we’ve
seen in a long, long time, and certainly in Veterans’ Affairs.

We believe that that is a step in the right direction. It doesn’t
go as far as VVA would advocate, nor as far as the bill that was
introduced in 2000, but we understand the political realities, and



41

why it is what it is. But it is a landmark step that needs to be
taken.

We would agree with our good colleagues from the Legion that,
yes, in fact, you still need strong leadership, you still need imagina-
tive leadership, you still need to make sure—enforce the provisions
and the intent all the way down. But cash American holds their
attention.

Obviously, ‘‘you wills,’’ ‘‘you will do this, you will do that,’’ have
not worked over the course of umpteen many years. For 70 years,
we’ve been trying to get veterans priority of service to work in all
of the job services in every single jurisdiction, and it hasn’t worked.

The LVER program was created because early returnees from
World War II were not getting that priority of service, and that’s
why it was part of the GI Bill of 1944.

The DVOP program was created because a workforce develop-
ment agency said they weren’t placing any Vietnam or disabled
vets, and particular disabled vets, because they could not find
them—which seemed to us be an absurd note, because we knew
were they were—and so they created the DVOP program for a vari-
ety of reasons, but the point is it was in response to a very real
problem, that it wasn’t happening.

Since the DVOP program came in, all of that job description was
prescriptive language that, mea culpa, Mr. Chairman—the VVA
and all of us pushed, just as did our colleagues—to put that pre-
scriptive language in to try and go the way of ‘‘you will do this, you
will do that, you will do the other thing.’’

In fact, it has not worked. We are in worse shape today than we
were 15, 20 years ago in this regard. Therefore, linking cash Amer-
ican and rewards—and we believe sanctions ought to be in there
too—but at least linking money to high performing states is a tre-
mendous first step.

And that’s a very difficult thing, changing prescriptive to a re-
sults-oriented system, and we believe very strongly in government
performance and results at VVA, and particularly for this system.

But because it doesn’t go as far as it does, we believe some of
the prescriptive needs to be in there. Number one, having to do
with that LVERs must continue to be vets, and that DVOPs con-
tinue to be service-connected disabled vets.

I would just bring up one story that Mr. Reyes may be well inter-
ested in. The State of Texas, in the late 1980s, when I had the op-
portunity to sit on what was then the veterans committee, wanted
the rest of the committee to get a waiver in the city of El Paso for
a non-veteran to serve as a DVOP because they could not find a
qualified disabled veteran to serve as DVOP in the whole El Paso
area.

My response was, ‘‘You guys are in the wrong business. Give up
the damn grant, and give it to GI Forum, because, by God, they
will find qualified disabled vets in El Paso.’’ And ultimately, actu-
ally, they did that, at least to some measure.

In regard to the measures that would be used for the reward sys-
tem, if you will, go back to placements. The core indicators all
kinds of fun and games. The intensive services came about because
the state employment security agencies had eliminated, in most
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cases, all of the vocational counseling services, all of those coun-
selors are gone.

So, they invented a new term, because none of these people are
licensed, called ‘‘intensive services,’’ which means you actually talk
to a human being at some point.

Placement, you can’t play with. It has to be really hard. In that
same line, we must stop pursuing the course that we can get lots
of cheap hits on this legislation. It takes a lot of effort to place vet-
erans who have profound difficulties to obtain and sustain mean-
ingful employment.

Can it be done? Yes, it can. But it’s not going to be by the tens
of thousands, if you will, and the hundreds of thousands, because
otherwise, you’re just inflating the body count in order to say you’re
doing something.

If I didn’t learn anything else during my service as a medic in
ICOR, it was that the body count, even when it’s honest—which it
never was—don’t mean you’re winning the war. The war we need
to do here is to focus on those who need our assistance most, who
have been lessened by virtue of military service.

And that is what the DVOP and LVER program were designed
to do, the disabled veteran outreach program was intended to do
just that, to reach out to disabled veterans, and particularly pro-
foundly disabled veterans.

And I would encourage you to leave that job description in there,
because the state workforce development agencies are still moving
towards another layoff, we can all see it coming, and it’s going to
be the LVERs who are going to be the junior people—and in some
cases, the DVOPs—and they’re going to get bounced, and you’re not
going to have any vets left in that system.

Why? Because they didn’t hire vets in any positions other than
DVOPs and LVERs for too many years.

The system, as rightly pointed out, has, in fact, been under-
funded since 1986. It is our view that the way in which the statute
has been drawn, it was illegal for the Secretary of Labor not to ask
for full funding in 1986, and our mistake was we didn’t sue the
Secretary of Labor back then. But we need to move towards full
funding.

The whole veteran concept is something that VVA agrees with
very much, and that means you look at the whole veteran and you
find out what does he or she do, what was their military history,
and how does that fit in, and what are all the things that get in
the way of that person being able to hit that flashpoint in the read-
justment process, which is to obtain and sustain meaningful
employment.

And the system that’s currently designed may be inadequate to
that, and perhaps we need to take this very important step of pass-
ing 4015, but not stop there. Take the next step and see what do
we really need to do to create a system that works very closely
with voc rehab.

Maybe it’s revamping the whole voc rehab system and expanding
it, but we do need something that meets that whole continuum of
care, from the battlefield wounds all the way through helping that
person obtain and sustain meaningful employment, which may
take several forms.
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It may, in fact, be self-employment, it may be microbusiness, as
we call it. We would encourage and strongly urge you to add a sec-
tion 9 that deals with public law 106-50 with that whole question
of self-employment, which may not be only the best option for pro-
foundly disabled veterans, but may well be the only option. And we
will be pleased to work with you in that regard.

And one last note, if I may just say that one of the things that
we have been struggling against is not just getting priority service,
and it’s not just getting veterans preference. It is struggling
against an attitude of ‘‘vetism.’’

What happened earlier was, by the gentleman from the National
Association of Counties, they’re the ones who were most active in
JTPA, and now again on WIA.

I can tell you years upon years of my life, devoted to trying to
get training opportunities open for veterans and disabled veterans
through JTPA, and now through WIA. And in New York, they even
passed a State law, the Veterans Bill of Rights for Employment
and Training, that mandated all of what now are known to provide
priority to disabled veterans and veterans, and they laughed, be-
cause there were no sanctions, because it wasn’t tied to money.

There were no incentives, and there were no sanctions, and they
said, ‘‘Phooey.’’ That’s not exactly what they said, but they said
words to that effect, Mr. Chairman, because after all, it is New
York.

But my point about it is that then to say, ‘‘Well, we have college
graduates who are unemployed, so of course the veterans are un-
employed.’’ Excuse me? Before I entered the military, I graduated
in the top quarter of my class at Colgate University. I wasn’t in
the U.S. military and serving in Vietnam because I was too stupid
to know where Canada was.

We are so sick of that patronizing attitude on the part of so
many governmental officials at every level, that frankly, the ques-
tion of vetism must be addressed for what it is, just like sexism
and racism in this country. And until people admit that they have
a problem, they are not going to be able to change those attitudes.

And I leave it at that, Mr. Chairman. We could go on like this
forever, but I do also apologize for going over my time, and I thank
you very much on behalf of our national president, Tom Cory, for
allowing us to present our views today. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Weidman appears on p. 154.]
Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate your comments, and we have 2 min-

utes left in a vote on the floor. Go ahead, Mr. Blake.

STATEMENT OF CARL BLAKE

Mr. BLAKE. That really cuts me short, here. I would just like to
thank you for allowing PVA to testify on behalf of 4015, Jobs for
Veterans Act, today.

Assisting veterans with job training and placement into employ-
ment following military service is an important benefit that all
servicemembers are entitled to and deserve. It is the responsibility
of this congress, federal agencies, and the veterans service organi-
zations, to ensure that all veterans are prepared to enter the civil-
ian workforce. And never is that concept more important than now,
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when we have soldiers on the ground in combat who will return
home soon.

I won’t address all of the sections that I had intended to, I will
just keep it short. PVA is an organization of veterans who were
catastrophically disabled by a spinal cord injury or disease.

Our members and other individuals who suffer from similar inju-
ries or diseases do not receive proper consideration for employment
when applying for a job. This is often due to barriers in the work-
place, false perceptions of the potential cost to employers for hiring
persons with disabilities, and the perceptions many people still
have about veterans.

Veterans have earned and deserve consideration within the
workforce, and it is hoped that this bill will begin to break down
these barriers, and promise much-deserved opportunities within
the workplace.

Since you’ve only got a couple of minutes, I will go to my
conclusion.

Mr. SIMPSON. I can assure you that we have read the full testi-
mony, so I appreciate that.

Mr. BLAKE. Thank you, sir. I would just like to say that PVA
fully supports the creation of the President’s National Hire Veter-
ans Committee, the committee to raise employer awareness of the
skills of veterans, and the benefits of hiring them.

This committee can help bridge the gap in communication that
exists between employers and veterans seeking employment. Too
many employers claim to not be aware of the benefits of hiring vet-
erans, or how to actually access these veterans for employment.
And perhaps this committee can help develop solutions to this
problem.

H.R. 4015 is an evolutionary step in the veterans employment
system. We do not see this as an end, but rather as one more step
in helping our veterans gain the opportunity for full employment.

It is most important to PVA that the VETS programs are effec-
tive and efficient, wherever they may be. A quality service for vet-
erans is the first priority. I would like to thank the subcommittee
for its efforts to involve veterans and the veterans service organiza-
tions in developing this legislation, and I would be happy to answer
any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Blake appears on p. 165.]
Mr. SIMPSON. I thank you for all of your testimony, and your

input in developing this legislation. It’s been very critical, and we
thank you and look forward to continuing our work on this, taking
into consideration many of the recommendations that have been
made by the panels today.

Neither Mr. Reyes or I have any questions, since we do have a
vote in about 30 seconds, and we will run quickly. So I appreciate
all of your testimony today, and thank you for being here. And this
hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:03 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN EVANS

HEARING ON H.R. 4015, JOBS FOR VETERANS ACT

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for scheduling today’s hearing. I want to begin by
thanking those of you who are here with us today from the Department of Labor.
Over the years, I know the Veterans’ Employment and Training Service (VETS) has
made efforts to evaluate and improve upon the number of veteran job seekers who
they can place into permanent, high-quality employment opportunities. I know ef-
forts have also been underway to try to transform a troubled strategic planning
process. I want you to know that these efforts are recognized.

If we are to have hope for the Department of Labor’s ability to provide quality
employment service to veterans, I think everyone across the board agrees that some
changes in law are needed. I am looking forward to receiving our witnesses’ testi-
mony today on what I view to be a problematic area that is in need of legislative
attention. H.R. 4015 is an earnest attempt to give our veterans that legislative at-
tention. I think we have a good bill here.

Title 38 of the U.S. Code proclaims we have a national responsibility to assist vet-
erans in their efforts to find and maintain stable, permanent employment. I know
first-hand that there are a lot of hard-working, caring people out there whose liveli-
hoods are made by providing employment services to veterans. Every day, these
dedicated people strive to fulfill our national commitment. I can say this with con-
fidence because I have had the pleasure of meeting some of these great people and
seeing what they do.

They are the Disabled Veterans’ Outreach Program Specialists; they are the Local
Veterans’ Employment Representatives; they are community-based and veterans’
service organizations. Many, in fact, are veterans themselves. I am looking forward
to hearing testimony from folks like these and all our other witnesses here today.

I applaud the cooperative effort that has transpired among my colleagues, the vet-
erans’ community and with the Secretary of Labor to evaluate the roles and func-
tions of veterans’ employment specialists. Changes in the number and responsibil-
ities of these important positions must always be made very carefully and with con-
sensus among the veterans and employment service communities. In this regard, I
am pleased with the new funding formula contemplated in H.R. 4015 that focuses
on the number of job-seeking veterans under age 65 in each state and each state’s
unemployment rate. This seems to be a good way to facto in the unique economic
and labor conditions that might otherwise be overlooked.

The issues we are considering today are significant, and your advice and guidance
on H.R. 4015 will be very important to us.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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